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It can not be necessary to say much in refu-
tation of the idea that there can not be a legal
interest or ownership in anything which does
not yield a pecuniary profit, as if the law re-
garded no rights but the rights of money and
of visible, tangible property.   Of what nature
are all rights of suffrage?   No elector has a
particular personal interest;  but each has a
legal right, to be exercised at his own discre-
tion, and it can not be taken away from him.
The exercise of this right directly and very
materially affects the public, much more so
than the exereise of the privileges of the
trustees of this college.   Consequences of the
utmost magnitude may sometimes depend on
the exercise of the right of suffrage by one
or a few electors.   Nobody was ever yet heard
to contend, however, that on that account the
public might take away the right or impair it
This notion appears to be borrowed from no
better source than the repudiated doctrine of
the' three judges in the Aylesbury case.   That
was an action against a returning officer for
refusing the plaintiff's vote in the election of
a member of Parliament.   Three of the judges
of the Zing's Bench held that the action
could  not  be  maintained,  because,   among
other objections, "it was not any matter of
profit, either in presenti, or in futuro."   It
would not enrich the plaintiff in pres&nti, nor
would it in future go to his heirs, or answer to
pay his debts.  But Lord Holt and the House
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